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Scope  of  Study 

The  field  study  described  in  this  circular  was  conducted  hy  the 
Office  of  Cooperative  Extension  Work,  United  States  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, and  the  Extension  Service  of  the  Dew  York  State  College  of 
Agriculture  in  cooperation  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  extent  to 
which  rural  people  have  been  influenced  by  cooperative  extension  work  to 
modify  farm  and  home  practices.  Another  object  of  the  study  was  to  obtain 
information  regarding  the  extension  methods  which  had  influenced  farmers 
to  substitute  improved  practices  for  less  satisfactory  ones. 


EAPM  IM)  mm  SURVEY  OF  THE  RESULTS  OE  EXTENSION  WORK 

Community ^Parm  No.  . . Date ^Renter Owner  Phone 

Uame Addre:ss_ Size  of  farm 

Type  of  farming Hill Valley Kind  of  road 

Number  in  family:  A^dults Juniors’  ages Miles  to  agent’s  office_ 

Member  E.B.  (pres.) (past) Member  H.B.(pres.) (past) 

Connection  with  extension  work 

Member  what  farmers’  Cooperative  ass’ ns Q-range 

Extension  activities  on  farm . 

In  home__J _____ 

Other  ext.  activities  attended  or  participated  in 

Contacts  with  Co.  Agt . D.  Agt.__ 

Club  Agt, Pro j . Leaders  or  Com‘t'men_ 


What  specialists 


Farm  and  home 
practices  adouted 

Methods  largely  responsible 

Extension  Agts  involved 

(See  list  below) 

C.A. 

H,D.A, 

Club  A 

Shed 

Abbreviations:-  Correspondence  (cor.);  office  calls  (o.c.);  telephone 
calls  (tel.);  farm  visits  (f.v.);  study  courses  (st.c.);  leader  train- 
ing (l.tr,);  bulletins  (bul.);  circular  letters  (cir.l,);  Meetings  (mtg.) 
news  service  (n.s-);  extension  schools  (e.s,);  demonstrations;  adult 
(den.a.);  junior  (dem.Jr) ; indirect  contacts  (ind.). 


Pig,  1 (a)  Otverse  side  of  questionnaire  card  used  in 
collecting  data. 
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Method  of  Qollecting  Data 

Th0  data  were  collected  "by  sui*vey  parties  made  up  of  State  supervisory 
and  administrative  officers  and  su'd ject-mat ter  specialists,  each  contributing 
from  three  days  to  one  week  without  serious  interruption  to  their  regular  ext- 
ension duties.  The  county  extension  agents  collected  only  sufficient  data  to 
become  familiar  with  the  methods  employed  in  the  field  work.  Personal  calls 
were  made  at  each  farm  located  in  the  areas  selected  and  both  the  farmer  and 
his  wife  were  interviewed.*  Conparable  information  was  obtained  from  each 
farm**  and  recorded  on  questionnaire  cards  prepared  for  the  purpose,  (fig.l) 


List  below  names  of  members  of  family  who  have  carried  on  a junior  project 

Rame 

Present 

age 

Years  in 
work 

Project 

a. 

b . 

c . 

Training  after  Present 

club  work  occunation 

Present  contact 
with  extension  work 

Standing  in 
comimmitv 

a.  f 

i.. 

C.  ! 

How  has  your  community  benefited  through  extension  wo 

rk? 

Suggestions  for  the  improvement  of  the  servic 

e: 

Attitude  toward  extension  work 

If  not  a P.B.  or  H.B.  member,  do  you  feel  free  to  attend  extension  meetings? 

Why  was  membership  in  P.B.  or  H.B.  discontinu 

Led? 

Extension  Services  of  the  Hew  York  State  College  of  Agriculture  and  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  jigriculture  cooperating. 

Pig.  1 (b) Reverse  side  of  questionnaire  card  used  in  collecting 
data . . 


* In  some  cases,  it  was  necessary  to  obtain  the  information  relating  to  the 
farm  from  the  woman  or  the  information  relating  to  the  home  from  the  man. 

**  Throughout  this  circular,  the  term  “farm”  refers  to  the  farm  and  home  as 
an  economic  unit  and  to  the  various  individuals  comprising  the  operator’s 
family . 


1812 


^ M 


* .1-1 
'."l 


■P  — ' 


"r  - 


; ? . ‘ V ;. 


I 


^■‘■7 


] ri- :.' 


*>  i 


«i 


‘i 


-5- 


Only  actual  farms  were  included,  no  information  Toeing  olotainod  from  people 
living  in  small  villages  or  those  in  the  open  country  who  did  not  operate 
farms.  Prior  to  the  field  work,  information  as  to  the  extension  activities 
carried  on  in  the  respective  areas  was  prepared  hy  the  county  extension 
agents  to  enalole  those  making  the  farm  calls  to  ask  intelligent  questions 
and  to  a limited  extent  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  the  replies  received. 


Areas  Included  in  Study 

!Three  areas  comprising  two  townships  each  were  selected,  all  in 
counties  employing  a cluh  agent  and  a home  demonstration  agent  in  addition 
to  a county  agricultural  agent.  Axi  effort  was  made  to  select  areas  repre- 
sentative of  the  extension  work  within  these  counties  and  typical  of  large 
agricultural  sections  of  the  State. 

Columibus  and  Sherburne  townships  in  Chenango  County,  Brockport  and 
Spencerport  communities*  in  Monroe  County,  and  Lyme  and  Cape  Vincent 
townships  in  Jefferson  County  were  selected.  In  the  Chenango-County  area, 
dairying  is  the  chief  source  of  farm  income  with  cahlDage  and  potatoes 
i]2:5)ortant  cash  crops.  Q?he  Monroe-County  area  is  an  important  fruit  section 
with  canning  crops  and  dairying  in5)ortant  enterprises  on  some  of  the  farms. 
In  the  Jefferson^c^ii^ty  area,  market  hay  and  oats  and  dairying  are  the 
principal  sources  of  farm  income. 

Brief  History  of  Extension  Work  in  the  Counties  Involved 

Jefferson  was  the  second  county  in  Hew  York  State  to  employ  a 
county  agricultural  agent.  The  appointment  of  the  first  agent  in  this 
county  preceded  the  passage  of  the  Smith-Lever  Act  "by  more  than  two  years. 
The  first  county  agent  was  appointed  for  Monroe  County  in  1913,  one  year 
later,  and  for  Chenango  County  in  1915,  nearly  three  years  later. 

Jefferson  was  the  first  of  the  three  counties  included  in  this 
study  to  en^jloy  a home  demonstration  agent,  the  appointment  being  made 
July  24,  1916.  The  appointment  of  similar  agents  in  the  other  counties 
followed  in  1917  and  1918. 

Chenango  County  appointed  a full-time  club  agent  on  March  1,  1920.** 
Monroe  and  Jefferson  Counties  did  not  employ  club  agents  until  the  spring 
of  1922.  As  indicated  in  Table  1,  each  of  the  counties  have  had  three 
county  agents  and  three  home  demonstration  agents  since  the  beginning  of 
the  work. 


*These  two  communities  include  all  of  the  townships  of  Sweden  and  Ogden 
and  small  adjacent  areas  in  Clarkson  and  Parma  townships. 

**A  club  agent  was  en^loyed  in  this  county  for  a few  months  in  1918. 
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- Names  and  periods  of  service  of  co-onty  extension  agents 
employed  in  Chenango,  Monroe,  and  Jefferson  Counties 


County  agricultural  agent 

Home  demons  t mat  ion  a.  gent 

Junior  extension  agent 

Jefferson  County 

F.  S.  Robertson 

Mrs.  Viola  Godfrey, 

Alton  H.  Adams, 

April  16,1912  - Fet).  1,1918 

July  2U, 1916-Sept. 1 ,191s 

May  1 , 1922  - to  date 

u.  !►  Roe, 

Doris  Schumaker 

Feb:;  ,l6:,-1918-iIov.  3O.1923 

Oc t . 10 ,191S-Sept . 30  ,1920 

0 . G-,  Agne  , 

Irene  Field, 

Dec.  1,  1923  * "to  date 

Oct.  1,1920- Sept. 15 ,1923 

Alice  Fairchild, 

Sept.  16, 1923  - to  da,te 

Monroe  County 

L.  A.  loan, 

Frances  *J.  Grimes, 

Elmerlp.  Fuller, 

May  1,1913  “ Aug.  16,1917 

Dec.  1,1917  - Sept. 30, 1919 

May  i,  1922  - to  date 

D*  Cv  Vann, 

Vera  D.  Fanning, 

March  1 ,1912-Dec. 31 ,1921 

sept.25, 1919-May  31,1923 

E-  D-  Merrill, 

Edith  M.  Gordon, 

Jan»  1,  1922  - to  date 

June  1,  1923  - to  date 

Chenango  County 

E.  P.  Smith, 

Adelaide  A.  Barts , 

C.  E.  Smith, 

Feb. 16 ,1915-Feb.28 ,1919 

July  10, 1918-Sept. 15, 1923 

Feb.  1,1918-June  30,191" 

C.  E.  Smith, 

Irene  Field, 

H.  L»  Case, 

March  1 ,1919- Apr . 3O ,1921 

Sept.  16,  1923  - to  date 

, March  1,  I92O  • to  date 

V.  A.  Fogg, 

May  1 , 1921  - to  date 
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In  addition,  assistant  coimt^^  agents  \7ere  employed  for  a total  of 
42  months  in  Jefferson  County  between  1916  and  1922;  for  61  months  in 
Monroe  County  between  1916  and  1924;  and  for  22  months  in  Chenango  Couity 
between  1916  and  1919,  Several  assistant  home  demonstration  agents  were 
employed  in  both  Monroe  and  Jefferson  Counties  for  irregular  periods  vary- 
ing from  one  month  to  a year  each  between  1918  and  1924.  No  assistant  dlub 
agents  have  been  enployed,  although  seme  of  the  assistant  county  agents 
have  devoted  a large  amount  of  their  time  to  junior-project  work. 

Bconomic  Conditions  in  Areas  at  Time  of  Surveys 

(The  field  data  for  the  Chenango -Goimty  area  were  collected  in 
October,  1923,  when  farmers  were  harvesting  cabbage  and  potatoes.  Both 
of  these  crops  wore  bringing  very  low  prices  at  the  time.  Day  help  was 
scarce,  and  farm  vomon  v/cro  temporarily  assisting  in  the  fields.  Because 
of  low  prices  for  market  milk,  thoro  was  an  apparent  tendency  to  decrease 
the  number  of  co'ws  and  to  increase  the  small-farm  poultry  flock  to  400  or 
500  laying  birds.  A real-estate  movement  in  that  part  of  the  area  typical 
of  the  so-called  ’’abandoned  farms”  section  of  the  State  had  succooded  in 
selling  a caisiderablo  number  of  the  back -hill  farms  to  farmers  of  the 
Central  and  Par  West  v/ho  were  coming  oast.  Many  of  those  now  owners  either 
had  already  given  up  their  farms  or  wore  awaiting  a more  favorable  opportim- 
ity  to  dispose  of  them. 

The  field  work  in  Monroe  and  Jefferson  Comtios  was  done  in  May  and 
Juno,  1924.  At  that  time  apples  wore  being  tekon  out  of  storage  in  Monroe 
County  and  put  through  the  dry or  or  made  into  cider.  Apples  consigned  to 
the  largo  v/holosale  markets  were  bringing  little  if  any  return  above  the 
storage,  freight,  and  commission  charges.  The  low  prices  of  apples  com- 
bined v;ith  continued  high  taxes  and  a season  most  unfavorable  to  orchard 
cultivation  and  spraying  and  the  sew^ing  of  spring  grains  wore  responsible 
for  widespread  discouragement  among  the  farmers  interviev/od. 

In  the  Jof ferson-County  area,  although  the  situation  was  not  so 
gloomy  as  in  Monroe  County,  the  farmers  wore  also  greatly  discouraged. 

Low  prices  were  being  received  for  market  milk  and  oats.  The  pl.anting 
season  had  boon  such  as  to  greatly  lesson  the  probability  of  a satis- 
factory oat  crop. 

In  view  of  the  economic  conditions  existing  at  the  time  in  these 
areas,  it  is  probable  that  farmers  were  inclined  to  give  information  less 
favorable  to  extension  work  than  muld  have  boon  the  case  under  more  favor- 
able oconoraio  conditions. 

General  Information  Relating  to  Parms  Included  in  Study 

A total  of  1,225  farm  records’ covering  96.2  per  cent  of  all  farms 
in  the  throe  areas  were  obtained.  The  remaining  farms  (3.8  per  cent)  wore 
visited  two  or  throe  times  without  finding  anyone  at  home.  Of  these  records, 
330  were  obtained  in  Chenango  County,  513  in  Monroe  County,  and  382  in 
Jefferson  Coimty.  Table  2 shov/s  that  79  per  cent  of  the  farms  w’oro  operated 
by  owners,  and  21  per  cent  by  tenants.  Sixty-one  per  cent  had  telephones. 
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Fifty-sovon  por  cont  v;oro  located  on  irnprovod  roads  - concrcto,  macadam, 
or  gravol  - by  f.ir  tho  largest  proportion  of  v/hich.  vvero  in  Monroe  Coanty. 

The  nurnbor  of  adults  por  farm  was  2.5.  The  porcentago  of  farms 
■;;ith  children  at  homo  under  21  years  of  age  varied  from  54  por  cent  in 
Monroe  County  to  64  per  cont  in  Chenango  County,  In  Jofforson  County, 

60  per  cent  of  the  farms  had  children  on  them.  The  average  for  the  three 
areas  was  59  per  cent  and  the  average  number  of  children  on  these  farms 
v;as  2.3. 


The  average  farm  contained  116  acres,  varying  from  90  acres  per 
farm  in  Llonroo  County  to  150  acres  por  farm  in  Jefferson  County.  Tho 
average  distance  from  tho  farms  studied  to  the  respective  county  extension 
offices  Vw'as  18.3  miles,  tho  greatest  distance  being  22.9  miles  in  Jofforson 
County. 


Participation  in  Extension  v/ork 

In  Hew  York  the  county  farm  and  home-bureau  association  is  recog- 
nized by  lav/  (Laws  of  -L^ew  York,  1924,  Chap.  248)  as  a public  association 
to  cooperate  with  the  State  college  in  conducting  cooperative  extension 
work.  Separate  membership  rolls  are  maintained  in  tho  fam  and  homo 
departments.  Tho  mombershiij  fee  in  tho  farm-bureau  deijartment s included 
in  this  study  has  varied  since  their  first  organization  from  |$1.00  to 
$5.00  per  member.  The  membership  fee  in  the  home-bureau  departments  has 
alv/ays  been  $1.00  per  member. 

As  indicated  in  Table  3,  the  highest  porcentago  of  farmers  v;ho 
were  members  of  the  farm  bureau  at  tho  time  of  this  survey  was  in  Chenango 
County  with  42  por  cent  enrolled,  and  the  lowest  in  Jefferson  County  with 
10  per  cont  enrolled.  Including  former  as  well  as  present  membership,  tho 
percentages  in  those  areas  v/ore:  Chenango,  67  per  cent;  Monroe,  71  per  cent; 

•and  Jofforson,  55  por  cent.  Of  the  1,225  farms  from  \/hich  rocords  v;cro 
obtained,  28  por  cont  wore  members  of  tho  farm  bureau  and  an  additional  37 
per  cont  had  boon  members  at  some  previous  time. 

In  home-bureau  membership,  Chenango  County  led  with  19  por  cent  of 
the  farm  homos  enrolled,  Jofforson  and  Monroe  Counties  had  13  por  cont  and 
12  por  cent  respectively.  As  in  the  case  of  tho  farm  bureau,  the  highest 
percentage  of  former  home-bureau  members  was  in  Jefferson  County.  Fourteen 
per  cent  of  the  1,225  farm  homes  v/ere  enrolled  members  of  the  homo  bureau 
while  an  additional  16  por  cont  had  been  members  at  some  previous  time. 

Sithor  the  farmer  or  some  inesmber  of  his  family  was  a local  leader 
or  a committeeman,  or  had  been  at  some  previous  tine  in  the  case  of  14 
per  cent  of  the  farms.  The  highest  percentage  was  16  per  cent  in  Chenango 
County  and  the  lowest  was  11  per  cont  in  Jeffers cn  County.  On  11  por  cent 
of  tho  farms  and  7 por  cont  of  tho  farm  homes,  field  demonstrations,  field 
meetings,  or  similar  extension  activities  had  been  conducted. 
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On  53  por  cent  of  the  faras,  the  farmer  or  other  members  of  his 
family  had  attended  or  participated  in  extension  activities  otheir.  than 
those  held  on  his  own  farm. 

Of  the  1,225  farms, 231,  or  19  per  cent,  had  boys  and  girls  v/ho 
were  enrolled  in  a jiinior  project  at  the  time  of  the  field  study  or  had 
carried  on  such  a project  previoi^isly . This  was  32  por  cent  of  the  farms 
having  children  under  21  years  of  age  and  48  per  cent  of  the  farms  having 
chil  dren  botweon  the  agos  of  10  and  21  yoars. 

Membership  in  the  G-range  and  Jarmors*  Cooperatives 

Thirty-five  per  cent  of  the  faimers  included  in  the  study  were 
members  of  the  Grange  and  26  per  cent  were  m-embers  of  the  Farm  Bureau 
(table  4).  The  proportion  of  farmers  who  were  Grangers  was  highest  in 
Jefferson  County  v/here  51  per  cent  of  the  fanners  were  affiliated  with 
that  organization.  Of  the  cooperative  associations  which  have  been 
closely  rolatod  to  the  oxtons ion  programs  in  the  areas  involved,  the 
Dairym.on*s  League  had  the  largest  m.omborship  with  the  Grange-League 
Federation  Exchange  second.  The  other  cooperatives  of  importance  were 
the  Empire-State  Potato-Growers*  Association  and  the  Ganning-Crox:-s 
Association. 

Table  4*  - Membership  in  the  Farm  Bureau,  Grange,  and 
farmers*  cooioerative  associations 


All  farms 

Chenango 

County 

Monroe 

County 

Jefferson 

County 

Fame  of  organization 

Idom- 

ber 

Per- 

cent- 

age 

ITum- 

ber 

Per- 

cent- 

age 

Num- 

ber 

Per- 

cent- 

age 

Nimi- 

ber 

Per 

cent- 

age 

Farm  records  obtained 

1,225 

96.2 

330 

92 

513 

98 

382 

97 

Farm  Bureau  

339 

28 

140 

42 

162 

32 

37 

10 

Grange  

430 

35 

56 

17 

178 

34 

196 

51 

Dairymen’s  League  

394 

32 

197 

60 

52 

10 

145 

38 

Grange-League  Federation 
Exchange 

155 

13 

25 

8 

32 

6 

98 

26 

Potato-Growers  Assoc  ia- 

ti  on 

35 

3 

35 

11 

— — 

Canning-Crops  Association- 

83 

7 

— ■ 

, — 

83 

16 

-- 

— 

Maple -Syrup  Association  -- 

6 

0.5 

6 

2 

— 

Other  associations  

64 

5 

15 

4 

23 

4 

26 

7 
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Contg^cts  with  Extension  Forces 

V 

Information  was  olDtainod  on  oach  frrn  visited  regarding  contacts 
■between  members  of  the  farm  family  and  renresentatives  of  the  coiinty  and 
State  extension  offices,  through  fa.rm  and  home  visits,  office  calls, 
a.ttenda.nce  at  meetings,  correspondence,  or  otherwise  (table  5).  Sixty- 
eight  per  cent  of  the  farms  reported  some  conta.ct  with  extension  employees. 
Chenango  County  was  highest  with  74  nor  cent  and  Monroe  County  lowest  with 
62  per  cent.  Context  with  the  present  county  agents  or  their  predecessors 
was  reported  "by  50  per  cent  of  the  fa,rm.s.  Contact  with  voluntary  leaders 
aud  committeemxn.  as  local  re-presentatives  of  the  extension  service  was  re- 
ported hy  25  per  cent  of  the  1,225  farms. 

Farms  and  Homos  Reached  hy  Extension  Work 

In  order  to  he  classified  as  a farm  effectively  reached  hy  the  ex- 
tension service,  some  irmproved  farm  or  home  practices  must  have  been  adopt- 
ed as  the  result  of  extension  teaching.  For  example,  if  the  prastice  of 
treating  oat  seed  to  control  smut  was  being  followed  on  the  fa.rm  as  the 
result  of  extension  activities,  that  fa.rn  was  considered  to  ha.ve  been 
reached  by  the  extension  service.  Of  the  1,225  farms,  1,005,  or  82  per 
cent,  reported  one  or  more  farm  or  hone  prastices  changed  as  the  result 
of  extension  effort  (table  6).  According  to  the  sta.tements  of  the  farm- 
ing people  themselves,  more  than  four  fa.rms  out  of  five  ha.d  been  influenced 
by  extension  effort  to  modify  fa.rm  and  home  practices.  The  average  number 
of  farm  and  home  practices  changed  on  these  i,005  farms  was  3.6.  The 
highest  proportion  of  farms  reached  was  88  per  cent  in  Jefferson  County 
where  organized  extension  work  had  been  under  way  12  years,  and  the  lowest 
78  per  cent  in  Chenango  County  with  8-J-  years  of  resident  extension  agents. 
The  average  number  of  practices  changed  per  fe.rm,  however,  was  highest  in 
Chenango  County,  3.7,  and  lowest  in  Jefferson  County  3.5. 

Seventy-seven  per  cent  of  the  farms  reported  bxi  average  of  2.8 
agricultural  practices  changed,  and  36  per  cent  of  the  hom.es  reported  an 
average  of  2.1  home  practices  changed. 

Methods  and  Agencies  which  Influenc ed  Farms  to  Chanae  Practices 

In  connection  with  each  practice  reported  changed  as  the  result  of 
extension  activities,  an  effort  wax  made  to  loa.rn  which  of  the  methods 
employed  in  extension  work  had-  in  any  way  been  responsible.  This  was 
difficult  information  to  got,  since  in  many  cases  the  changed  ]practico 
had  resulted  from  the  cumulative  effect  of  several  methods,  none  of  which 
was  outstanding,  in  other  cases,  however,  the  extension  method  which 
had  influenced  the  home  maker  or  farmer  to  adopt  an  improved  practice  was 
definite  and  clear-cut. 
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The  means  or  instruments  commonly  employed  in  extension  teaching 
may.  he  roughly  classified  into  three  groups;  (l)  The  personal-service 
group,  including  farm  e.nd  home  visits,  correspondence,  office  calls, 
telephone  calls,  study  courses,  leader-training  meetings,  and  extension 
schools,  where  systematic  instruction  is  given;  (2)  the  ^propaganda  group, 
including  general  meetings,  bulletins,  circular  letters,  and  news  service*, 
and  (3)  the  object-lesson  group,  including  adult  and  junior  demonstrations. 

In  addition,  there  is  the  indirect  sprecad  of  practice  growing  out  of 
propaganda,.,  personal  service,  and  object-lesson  methods.  A farmer  may 
have  copied  an  improved  practice  adopted  by  his  neighbor  and  in  turn 
passed  it  on  to  several  other  fa.rmers,  the  original  extension  method  in- 
volved soon  becom.ing  difficult  to  identify. 

Fifty-one  per  cent  of  the  1,005  farms  that  changed  practices  as  a 
result  of  extension  work  reported  having  been  influenced  by  mathods  fall- 
ing in  the  propaganda  group,  50  per  cent  by  the  object-lesson  group,  21 
per  cent  by  the  personal-service  group,  and  71  per  cent  indirectly  (table  7) . 
Forty  per  cent  of  the  farms  changing  prentices  gave  credit  to  the  in- 
fluence of  the  county  agent,  17  per  cent  to  the  home  demonstration  agent, 

12  per  cent  to  the  club  agent,  and  19  per  cent  to  the  subject-natter 
specialist.  It  will  be  noted  that  nany  farms  reported  methods  that  fell  in 
two  or  more  groups  and  a,lso  mentioned  the  influence  of  more  than  one  kind 
of  extension  a^ent. 

Practices  Changed 

The  1,005  farms  effectively  reached  reported  a total  of  3,632  im- 
proved practices  adopted,  of  which  2,700  related  to  agriculture,  and  932 
to  home  economics.  In  so  fan  an  it  was  possible  to  obtain  the  information, 
these  represent  definite  practices,  such  as  orchard  spraying,  treating  of 
oat  seed  for  simit,  canning  fruits  and  vegetables,  use  of  dress  forms  in 
sewing,  and  the  like,  ho  atten^t  was  made,  however,  to  work  out  a classi- 
fication of  practices  in  advance  and  to  fit  the  changed  practices  re-jported 
by  the  farmers  into  such  a classification.  Practices  as  reported  by  the 
farmers  were  recorded  in  as  definite  a way  as  possible  and  these  classi- 
fied later. 

A list  of  the  practices  adopted  by  at  least  5 per  cent  of  the 
fa,rms  or  homes  in  any  of  the  counties  is  given  in  Table  8.  The  control 
of  oat  smut,  corn  inrDrovement , milk  marketing,  orcha.rd  spraying,  and  the 
use  of  lime  are  some  of  the  m.ore  outstanding  agricultural  practices  adopt- 
ed. In  the  home-economics  group,  canning,  sewing,  a,nd  dress  forms  head 
the  list.  The  nature  of  the  agricultural  practices  adopted  naturally 
corresponds  to  the  types  of  agriculture  in  the  different  areas.  The  home- 
economics  practices  on  the  other  hand  are  fairly  uniform  throughout  the 
three  areas . 
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Tal)le  8 . - Im-iroved  loractices  ado'^'^ted  “by 
5 per  cent  or  more  of  farms 


Percentg^^e  of  total  farms  reporting 


Practices 

Sntire  j 
area 

Chenango 

County 

Monroe 

County 

Jefferson 

County 

Agr  i cul  t ur al  p r s.c  t i c e s ; 

Oat  smat 

24.9 

5.4 

13.8 

56.8 

Oats  (general) 

8.1 

— 

2.7 

21.7 

Potato  seed 

6 .4 

3.3 

13.2 

— 

Potato-seed  treatment 

7.7 

3.9 

14.4 

1.8 

Potatoes  (general) 

3.8 

— 

7.8 

1.5 

Corn 

12.5 

17.8 

4.1 

19.1 

Wheat 

5.7 

— 

13.1 

— 

Clover 

4.4 

— 

1.7 

11.8 

Field  heans 

4.5 

— 

10.9 

— 

.Alfalfa 

5.9 

5.4 

6.0 

6.3 

Marketing  milk 

13.9 

23.3 

— 

24.3 

Cooperative  "buying 

4.2 

5.4 

— 

8.9 

Purebred  sires?-? 

3.6 

3.9 

— 

8.1 

Poultry  culling — 

7.2 

9.7 

6.0 

6.8 

Poultry  management 

3.9 

5.4 

3.7 

2.9 

Poultry  (general) 

4.1 

5.1 

4.7 

2.3 

Orchard  spraying 

24.5 

— 

58.1 

— 

Orchard  pruning 

7.8 

— 

18.5 

— 

Tu"berculosis  eradication- 

6.8 

15.7 

5.2 

1.3 

Dairy  feeding 

4.8 

6.6 

4.5 

3.6 

Lime 

13.8 

42.1 

6.0 

— 

Trt^T*‘hn  1 "i  ■7  0T*c5 — — — — 

5 7 

2.1 

9 .3 

3.9 

Home- economics  practices: 

Canning 

23,5 

22.4 

12.4 

39.2 

Nutrition 

4.6 

10.3 

1.5 

3.9 

Pood  preparation 

3.8 

6.0 

4.1 

1.5 

Dress  forms 

6.7 

3 . 6 

4.3 

12.8 

Sewing 

9.2 

12.1 

2.7 

15.4 

Clothing 

4.3 

8.2 

5.1 

— 

Hom.e  nursing 

3.7 

2.7 

9.1 
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Methods  ■vhich  Influenced  0.hcm;2;es  in  practices 

One  or  more  extension  methods  ^vere  given  some  credit  for  obtain- 
ing the  adoption,  of  each  of  the  3,632  changed  practices  reported.  Per- 
sonal-service methods  were  reported  in  the  case  of  13  id  or  cent  of  the 
improved  practices  adopted  (table  9).  Propaganda  methods  were  reported 
in  nearly?  45  per  cent  of  tho  practices.  Object-lesson  methods  v/ore  re- 
ported in  connection  \;ith  27  per  cent  of  tho  practices  changed. 

Table  9.  - Methods  v/hich  influenced  changes  in  practices 


It;om 

All  farms 

Chenango 

County 

Monroe 

Count: 

2 

7 

Jefferson 

County 

Num- 

ber 

Por- 
cent- 
ago  . 

'Num- 

ber 

Per- 

cent- 

age 

Num- 

ber 

Pc  r 
cont- 
ago  - 

Nun- 

ber 

Por- 

cent«- 

,^gc_ 

Practices  changed  

3,632 

100 

952 

100 

1,487 

100 

1,193 

100 

Practices  v/hero  personal  sor- 

vice  methods  v/ore  reported 

477 

13.1 

154 

16.2 

233 

15.7 

90 

7.5 

Times  reported: 

Corrospondonco  

107 

2.9 

40 

4.2 

45 

3.0 

22 

1.8 

Office  calls  

1.2 

20 

2.1 

14 

1.0 

10 

— 

Tcloi3hono 

20 

— 

3 

— 

17 

1.1 

— 

— 

Farm  visits  

203 

5.6 

72 

7.6 

84 

5.6 

47 

3.9 

Study  courses  

21 

— 

13 

1.4 

8 

— 

— 

- - 

Leader  training  

91 

2.5 

39 

4.1 

36 

2.4 

16 

1.3 

Extension  schools  

89 

2.5 

13 

1.4 

67 

4.5 

9 

— 

Practices  where  propaganda 

methods  were  reported  

1,628 

44.8 

442 

46.4 

572 

38.5 

614 

51.5 

Times  reported: 

Bulletins 

503 

13.8 

131 

13.7 

262 

17.6 

110 

9.2 

Circular  letters  

108 

3.0 

14 

1.4 

90^ 

6.0 

4 

Meetings  

819 

22.5 

250 

26.2 

187 

12.6 

382 

32.0 

News  service  

580 

15.9 

21 '5 

22.4 

132 

8.9 

235 

19.7 

Practices  v;here  object-lesson 

methods  were  reported  

972 

27.0 

285 

30.0 

343 

23.0 

344 

29.0 

Times  reported: 

Adult  demonstrat ions  

882 

24.3 

206 

21.7 

3.39 

22.8 

337 

28.3 

Junior  demonstrations  

115 

3.2 

98 

10.3 

6 

— 

11 

1.0 

Practices  whore  indirect  in- 

fluonces  v;oro  reported 

1,491 

41.0 

449 

47..  2 

583 

39.2 

459 

38.5 
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In  Tal)le  10,  the  individual  nethods  are  listed  in  the  order  of  fre- 
quency with  which  they  were  reported.  Indirect  influences  head  the  list, 
having  "been  reported  in  connection  with  41  ner  cent,  or  2 out  of  5,  of  the 
practices  changed.  Adult  denonstrations  were  reported  in  connection  with 
24  per  cent  of  the  practices  or  in  the  case  of  1 "practice  out  of  4.  Meet- 
ings were  re^Dorted  in  1 practice  out  of  every  4|-,  news  service  1 in  5 and 
■bulletins  1 in  7.  I’arn  visits  were  reported  in  connection  with  1 practice 
in  18,  correspondence  1 in  34,  and  office  calls  1 in  80. 

In  this  corrparison  of  nethods,  it  should  "be  kept  in  nind  that  all 
of  the  nethods  listed  nay  not  have  received  equal  enphasis  fron  extension 
workers,  and  that  the  differences  in  enphasis  nay  have  ‘been  due  to  reasons 
such  as  applica'bility  to  the  subject  natter  "being  extended,  length  of  tine 
nethod  has  'been  employed  in  extension  teaching,  cud  the  like,  as  well  as 
to  the  conparative  results  olDtained  through  the  use  of  the  different  nethods. 

Table  10.  - Relative  frequency  with  which  extension 
nethods  were  reported. 


Method  I Percentage  of  total  praxtices  changed 


|aii 

I 

farms 

Chenango 

County 

Monroe 

County 

Jefferson 

County 

Indirect 

41.0 

47.2 

39.2 

38.5 

Adult  demonstration  - 

24.3 

21.7 

22.8 

28.3 

Meetings  

22.5 

26.2 

12.6 

32,0 

News  service  

15,9 

22.4 

8.9 

19.7 

Bulletins  

13,8 

13.7 

17.6 

9.2 

Farm  visits  

5.6 

7.6 

5.6 

3.9 

Junior  demonstrations 

3.2 

10.3 

0.4 

1.0 

Circular  letters  

3.0 

1.4 

6.0 

0.3 

Correspondence  — ^ 

2.9 

4.2 

3.0 

1.3 

Extension  schools  

2.5 

1.4 

4.5 

0.8 

Lea.der  training 

2.5 

4.1 

2.4 

1.3 

Office  calls  

1.2 

2.1 

1.0 

0.9 

Study  courses 

0.6 

1.4 

0.5 

— 

Telephone 

0.6 

0.3 

t_  ■ _ — — 

1.1 

Other  Factors  Influencing  the  Adoption  of  Practices 

In  addition  to  the  neans  a,nd  agencies  ermloyed  in  extension  work 
which  influenced  the  adoption  of  iigoroved  practices  there  are  other 
factors  such  as  condition  of  land  occunancy,  size  of  farn,  membership 
in  farm  and  hone  bureaus,  and  the  like,  which  doubtless  have  had  an 
influence  also.  Some  of  these  factors  nay  help  to  bring  out  the  differ- 
ences between  the  farms  adopting  irgDroved  practices  and  the  farms  making 
no  change  in  practices  as  the  result  of  extension  teaching. 

Condition  of  land  occupancy.  - Taking  the  1,225  farms  in  the  three 
areas  as  a unit,  79  per  cent  were  0]pera.ted  "by  owners,  aud  21  per  cent  by 
tenants  (table  11). 
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The  tenants  fanned  on  the  o.vcro.ae  37  acres  more  lo.ncl  than  the  ovmers.  A 
sli.'^htly  larger  ->ercento..:^e  of  the  tena.nts  tha.n  of  the  ouners  choaiaed 
praxtices  o,s  the  result  of  extension  effort.  The  difference,  honever,  is 
so  soall  ax  to  nakze  condition  of  land  occupaucy  of  smll  icportance  in  the 
effective  conduct  of  extension  uork  in  these  coujities, 

Ta,hle  11.  - Condition  of  land  occupancy  in  relation  to 

fams  cha.n^ing  praxtices , 


humber 

of 

farms 

Percent- 
a.ge  of 
all 
farms 

Average 

size 

percentage  of 
farms  c'nanging 
praxtices 

Average  nomher 
of  ]praxticcs 
chaniged 

Agri- 

cul- 

ture 

Hone 

eeo- 

nom- 

ics 

Any 

Acres 

Owners  

971 

79 

109 

76 

35 

01 

n 

o *u 

Renters  

254 

21 

146 

7S 

43 

nry 

o7 

3,2 

Size  of  fa-rn.  - In  order  to  answer  the  question  as  to  whether 
large  or  small  farms  are  helped  most  hy  extension  work,  the  fa.rr.s  ha.ve 
heen  divided  into  fonx  grotrps  axcording  to  size  (table  12) . The  smallest 
group  averaged  49  acres,  the  next  group  99  acres,  the  third  group  161 
acres,  and  the  laxt  group  329  acres.  The  percentage  .of  fams  changing 
praxtices  does  not  vary  greatly  with  size  of  faxns.  The  laxger  farms  are 
a little  more  likely  to  adopt  improved  agricultura.1  practices,  hut  this 
does  not  seem  to  he  true  of  home  praxtices.  The  coverage  number  of  praxtices 
changed  is  somewhat  greater  on  laxge  farms  \ than  on  small  farms. 

Table  12.  - Relation  of  size  of  farms  to  number  of  farms  changing  practices 


Percentage  of  fa.rms 
chaxffins:  practices 

Average  number 
of  practices 

Size 

Number 

of 

farms 

Average 

size 

Agri- 

cul- 

ture 

Home 

'.econom- 

ics 

iuip 

changed 

Acres 

Acres 

Under  80  

413 

49 

68 

53 

73 

3,2 

80  - 119  

335 

99 

79 

36 

03 

3.5 

120  - 239  — 

403 

161 

83 

44 

89 

3.0 

240  and  over 

74 

329 

81 

50 

■ 86 

4.8 
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Distance  fron  county- ext on si on  office.-  The  farms  in  each  of  the 
three  areas  averaged  nearly  the  same  dista.nce  fron  the  county  extension 
office.  The  variation  in  distance  within  the  areas  was  also  conroaratively 
small,  making  it  undesirahle  to  atterpt  to  sort  the  fe.rns  according  to 
the  distance  factor. 

Membership  in  the  connty-extension  association.  - With  the  farm 
and  hone-hurean  a.ssociation  recognized  by  Sta.te  la,w  as  a public  organ- 
ization to  forward  coopera,tive  extension  work  locally,  affiliation  with 
that  organization  would  na.tura,lly  be  closely  related  with  changed  farm 
and  hone  practices  (tables  13  and  14),  In  the  case  of  present  fa.rm- 
bureau  members,  92  per  cent  ha.d  changed  some  agricultural  practices  as 
compared  with  84  per  cent  of  the  former  members  and  50  per  cent  of  the 
nonmembers.  In  the  home  bureau,  79  per  cent  of  the  members  had  changed 
som.e  home  practices  as  compared  with  70  per  cent  of  the  former  members 
and  20  per  cent  of  the  nonnembers . The  average  number  of  practices 
changed  was  nearly  twice  as  great  on  the  fe.rms  of  members  of  the  exten- 
sion association  as  on  farms  of  nonmembers.  Cha.nges  in  practices  were 
more  closely  rela.ted  to  membership  in  the  home  bureau  than  to  membership 
in  the  farm  bureau. 

Another  significant  fact  brought  out  in  tables  13  a.nd  14  is  that 
a large  iDroportion  of  nonmembers  share  the  benefits  of  extension  work. 
Sixty-six  per  cent  of  the  433  farms  oioerated  by  nonmembers  of  the  farm 
bureau  and  76  -per  cent  of  the  360  farms  on  which  no  home-bureau  members 
resided  reported  the  adoption  of  inproved  practices  in  fe,rming  or  home 
making  or  both.  This  would  seem  to  indicate  clearly  that  extension 
activities  in  agriculture  and  home  economics  are  considered  public 
functions  which  are  available  to  all. 

Table  13.  - Relation  of  membership  in  farm  bureau 
to  number  of  farms  cha.nging  -pra^ctices 


Number 

— 

Percent- 

— 

Percent- 

age 

Percentage  of  farms 
changing  practices 

Average 
number  of 

Item 

of 

farms 

age  of 
farms 

members 
of  home 
bureau 

Agricul- 

ture 

Home 

econom- 

ics 

Any 

practices 

changed 

Members  of 
farm  bureau 

339 

28 

27 

92 

42 

95 

4.6 

Former  mem- 
bers of  farm 
bureau 

453 

37 

13 

84 

40 

87 

3.6 

Ronmembers 

- 

433 

36 

5 

58 

29 

66 

2.6 
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TablG  14.  - Relation  of  netfoershi-^  in  home  ~b-grQa.u 
to  nnnber  of  hones  changing  practices 


Item 

Number 

of 

homes 

Percent- 
age of 
farm 
homes 

Percent- 
age mem- 
bers of 
farm 
bureau 

Perce: 

farm.s 

pract 

Agrid" 

cul- 

ture 

at  age 
chan^ 
ices 
'Horae 
eco- 
nom- 
ics 

of 

5ing 

iuy 

A^vorage  number 
of  practices 
changed 

Members  of 
home  bureau 

174 

14 

53 

90 

79 

98 

5.5 

Former  members 
of  home  bureau 

191 

16 

31 

82 

70 

92 

4.5 

Nonmembers 

860 

70 

22 

73 

20 

76 

2.9 

If  the  farms  having  changed  practices  are  sorted  from  those  where 
no  practice  has  “been  changed,  it  appears  that  32  per  cent  of  the  former 
were  farm-hureau  memhers  as  compared  with  7 per  cent  of  the  latter  ( bahle  15). 
Seventeen  per  cent  of  the  former  were  home-hureau  memhers  as  compared  with 
only  1 per  cent  of  the  latter.  This  would  indico.te  that  memhership  in  the 
farm  and  home  bureau  is  more  dependent  upon  adoption  of  improved  practices 
than  is  the  adoption  of  new  practices  dependent  upon  farm  and  home-hureau 
memhership. 

Table  15.  - Relationship  of  the  number  of  farms  changing  practices 
to  membership  in  the  farm  and  home  'bureaus 


— 

— 

Percentage  of 

percentage 

members  of- 

Item 

Niomber 

Percent- 

farms  changing 
practices 

Farm 

Home 

of 

fe.rms 

age  of 

all 

farms 

Agri- 

cul- 

ture 

Home  . : 
economics 

bureau 

bureau 

Practices 

changed 

1,005 

82 

94 

44 

32 

17 

No  practices 

changed  

..  .1 

220 



lo 



"" 

7 

— 

1 

Nature  of  roads . - Slightly  more  than  one-half  of  the  farr^s  in  the 
area  included  in  this  study  were  located  on  improved  roads  (table  IS).  A 
slightly  larger  proportion  of  the  farms  located  on  improved  roads  had  made 
contacts  with  extension  workers  oud  had  mde  changes  in  ipracticcs  than  v;as 
true  of  the  farms  on  unimproved  roads.  Tho  differences  between  the  two 
groups  of  fe.rms  are  so  small,  however,  that  it  would  seem  to  make  little 
difference  in  the  effectiveness  of  extension  v/ork  whether  a farm  is  located 
on  an  improved  highway  or  a few  miles  off  it  on  a dirt  road. 
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TalDle  l6.  - ITature  of  roads  in  relation  to  n-ur;iDer  of  famis  changing  practices 


W 

Percen 

having 

tage  of  farms 
made  contacts 

wi  th- 

Percentage  of 
farms  chang- 

S 

Co 

0 

u 

0 

Percentage  c 
all  farms 

inm  practices 

Item 

0 

hD 

d 

R 

0 

0 

i 

Home  demon- 

stra,tion 

agent 

4^ 

c 

0 

cf 

rH 

0 

Specialist 

1 

Agriculture  | 

Home  eco- 
nomics 

Any 

On  improved 
roads 

700 

57 

52 

26 

20 

37 

79 

3S 

S4 

On  unim- 
proved roads 

525 

^3 

46 

2S 

29 

29 

75 

' 34 

79 

u 


o 


rO  w 

R ^ 

s4  -H 

•4^ 


0 o t:} 
t.D  c£  0 

!h  tj) 
^4  p.  j:! 
0 CO 
> ^ rP 
<3^0  0 
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Part  ici-pat  ion  in  extension  activities.  - Of  the  1,225  farms  reporting, 
205  had  had  some  extension  activity  on  the  fo.rm  or  in  the  home,  USl  had  "been 
represented  in  extension  activities  conducted  elsewhere,  and  539 > 0^ 
cent,  had  never  "been  represented  in  an  activity  of  the  extension  service 
(table  17)*  ITinety-eight  per  cent  of  those  in  the  first  group,  9I  cent 
of  the  second  group,  and  67  per  cent  of  the  last  group  reported  changed  prac- 
tices. The  average  number  of  practices  changed  was  5*7  ^bere  extension 
activities  had  been  on  the  farm  or  in  the  hone,  and  3*7  "^'he  case  of  other 

farms  participating  in  extension  activities,  as  compared  with  2.U  practices 
where  no  extension  activities  had  been  attended.  Participation  in  extension 
activities  such  as  attendence  at  a meeting,  participation  in  an  automobile 
tour , enrollment  in  a study  course , and  the  like , apparently  insures  some 
change  of  practice  in  almost  every  case.  The  chance  for  obtaining  the  adopt- 
ion of  an  im.proved  practice  would  seem  to  be  from  50  "to  100  per  cent  better 
if  the  individuals  to  be  reached  can  be  induced  to  participate  in  extension 
activities. 


Table  I7.  - Participation  in  extension  activities  as  bearing 
on  farms  changing  practices 


Percent- 

percentage  of  farms 
changing  practices 

Average 
number  of 

Item 

Humber 

of 

farms 

age  of 

all 

farms 

Agricul- 

ture 

Plome 

econom- 

ics 

Any 

practices 

changed 

Parms  having  extension 
activities  on  farr.i  or 
in  home  

205 

17 

95 

66 

CO 

0'^ 

5.7 

Other  farms  partici- 
pating in  extension 
activities  

4S1 

39 

S7 

^3 

91 

3.7 

Farms  not  participating 
in  extension  activities 

539 

44 

61 

19 

67 

2.4 
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Gontact  with  extension  agents  and  s-pscialists . - Approximately  t;vo- 
thirds  of  the  farms  reported  contact  v/ith  one  or  more  *members  of  the  exten- 
sion service  staff  (table  18),  Of  this  nijinber,  94  per  cent  reported  chan^d 
practices  as  compared  to  57  por  cent  of  the  farms  \;ithout  such  contacts. 

The  farms  in  the  first  group  adopted  four  improved  practices  on  the  average, 
v/hilo  the  farms  in  the  second  group  adopted  but  2.1  improved  practices.  A 
much  larger  proportion  of  the  farms  making  contacts  uith  extens  ion  workers 
were  operated  by  members  of  the  farm  and  homo  bureaus.  These  farms  were 
also  scm9’7hat  larger  in  size.  There  is  naturally  a very  close  relationship 
between  participation  in  extension  activities  and  contact  with  extension 
workers  (table  17).  Participation  in  extension  activities  hov/ever  would 
seem  to  be  more  productive  from  the  standpoint  of  changed  practices  than 
contact  with  extension  workers. 

Table  18.  - Contact  with  county  extension  agents  and 
specialists  as  related  to  farms  changing  practices 


Item 

Number  of  farms 

Percentage  of 
all  farms 

Average  size 

Percentage 

owners 

Percentage 
members  of 
farm  bureau 

Percentage 
members  of 
home  bureau 

Percentage  of 
farms  chang- 
ing practices 

Average  number 
of  practices 
changed 

1 

rH 

pJ  e 
o u 

•H  pi 

Home 

economics 

ft 

Acres 

Farms  having  made  con- 

tacts  V7ith  extension 

workers  

839 

68 

123 

30 

35 

20 

89 

47 

94 

4.0 

Farms  having  made  no  such 

contacts  

386 

32 

102 

73 

10 

1 

51 

13 

57 

2.1 

Junior  Extension  Work 

On  476  of  the  farms  there  were  children  between  the  ^ges  of  10  and  21 
years  (table  19).  On  231  farms,  or  48  per  cent  of  this  number,  there  \/ere  344 
boys  and  girls  who  were  engaged  in  junior-project  work  or  had  been  previoiasly 
so  engaged.  Of  the  children  of  club  age  (10-20  years),  40  per  cent  were  par- 
ticipating in  extension  work.  The  percentage  was  highest  in  Chenango  Couiity 
with  71  por  cent  and  lowest  in  Monroe  County  v/ith  10  por  cent  reached.  These 
344  boys  and  girls  pirticipated  in  418  projects  for  the  improvement  of  farm 
and  homo  practices.  From  the  strandpoint  of  enrollment,  the  most  pox-^ular  proj- 
ects wore  poultry,  calf,  garden,  sc./ing,  potatoes,  and  cooking.  A list  of 
projects  \7ith  enrollment  in  o :ch  is  given  in  Table  20. 
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Table  19.  - Farms  and  chiliiren  Involved  in  .i-unior-pro.iect  \;o  ik 


Item 

All  farms 

Chenango 

Co-unty 

Monroe  ; 
County 

Jefferson 

County 

Farm  records  obtained  

1,225 

330 

— 

513 

382 

Farms  with  children  imder  2 1 ^'/oars 

720 

212 

E79 

229 

PercentagG  of  all  farms  — 

59 

64 

60 

Farms  with  children  10-20  years 
of  age  

476 

135 

186 

155 

N-umber  of  children  10-20  j^oars 
of  ago  

857 

242 

335 

i 

280 

Farms  with  boys  and  girls  in  juin- 
ior-project  work  

231 

111 

1 

1 26 

94 

Percentage  of  farms  v/ith 
children  10-20  years  of 
age 

00 

82 

1 

1 

14 

61 

Nrimber  of  boys  and  girls  in  jim- 
ior-project  v;ork 

344 

171 

i 

35 

138 

Percentage  of  boys  and 
girls  10-20  years  of  age-- 

40 

71 

o 

1 — 1 

49 

Table  20.  - H-umbor  of  -pro.iocts  carried  on  by  boys  and  ?^irls 


Project 

All  farms 

Chenango 

County 

Monroe 

County 

Jef  fe  rson 
County 

Poultry  

63 

31 

5 

27 

Calf 

48 

30 

6 

12 

Carden  

105 

21 

9 

75 

Pig 

5 

2 

2 

1 

Com 

3 

^2 

- 

1 

Forestry  

,6 

1 

5 

Clothing  — 

103 

57 

12 

34 

Foods 

9 

4 

3 

.2 

Cooking  

25 

16 

3 

6 

Potatoes  

27 

26 

1 

- 

Cabbage 

4 

4 

- 

- 

Vegetables  

7 

7 

- 

- 

Canning 

12 

12 

- 

Beans  

1 

1 

-j 

" 

L , 

*?Ik)tal 

418 

214 
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Attitude  Toward  Extension  Work 


What  is  the  attitude  of  rural  people  toward  cooperative  extension 
work  now  that  it  has  hecome  established  and  there  has  been  arple  opportun- 
ity for  them  to  judge  its  worth?  In  order  to  answer  this  question,  parti- 
ally at  least,  a record  ws.s  made  of  the  attitude  of  the  farmers  and  farmers’ 
wives  interviewed.  In  the  case  of  61  per  cent  of  the  fa.rms,  the  people  were 
favorable,  whereas  only  6 per  cent  were  opposed  (table  21).  Twenty  per  cent 
were  lukewarm,  or  indifferent,  while  no  attitude  was  recorded  for  13  per 
cent  of  the  farms. 

Out  of  the  1,225  farms,  77  were  reported  opposed  to  extension  work. 

Of  these,  it  is  interesting  to  note,  2 were  members  of  the  farm  bureau 
and  50  others  were  once  members.  Three  were  members  of  the  home  bureau  and 
3 others  had  been  members.  Thirty-eight  had  made  conta.cts  with  extension 
agents,  2G  ba,d  participated  in  extension  activities,  and  46  reported  the 
adoption  of  improved  practices. 

Table  21.  - Attitude  toward  extension  work 


All 

fams 

Chenango 

County 

Monroe 

Co^anty 

Jefferson 

Oounty 

Item 

number 

Per- 

centage 

Fumber 

Per- 

centage 

number 

Per- 

centage 

number 

Per- 

cent- 

age 

Pam  records  ob- 
tained 

1,225 

96.2 

330 

92 

513 

98 

382 

97 

Pams  on  which 
some  practice 
he,d  been 
changed 

1,005 

82 

259 

78 

411 

80 

335 

83 

Pams  favorable 
to  extension 
work 

750 

61 

243 

73 

287 

56 

220 

57 

Pams  indifferent 
to  extension 
work 

244 

20 

43 

13 

110 

21 

91 

24 

Pams  opposed  to 
extension  work- 

77 

6 

18 

6 

39 

7 

20 

5 

Pams  for  which 
no  attitude 
was  reported 

154 

13 

26 

8 

77 

16 

51 

14 
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Rolaliionship  of  ncnborship  in  coiinty-oxtonGion  association  to 
attitude . - Because  of  the  nature  of  the  fara  and  hone -bureau  association 
in  ITov/  YorS:,  a close  relationship  bot'.voon  noreborship  in  this  association 
and  attitude  tovvard  extension  work  v/ould  bo  expected- (tables  22  and  23). 
Eigh'^soven  per  cent  of  the  farre-buroau  nonbers,  56  per  cent  of  the  fornor 
monbors,  and  47  per  cent  of  the  nonuenbors  v/oro  favorable  to  extension 
work.  Ei^t  per  cent  of  the  nenbors,  22  per  cent  of  the  fomer  nenbers, 
and  26  per  cent  of  the  nonmembers  were  indifferent.  One  per  cent  of  the 
members,  10  per  cent  of  the  former  members,  and  7 per  cent  of  the  non- 
members v/ere  reported  opposed  to  extension  v;ork. 

In  the  case  of  the  home  bureau,  86  per  cent  of  the  members,  78  per 
cent  of  the  former  members,  and  52  per  cent  of  the  nonmombers  were  favor- 
able to  the  v/ork.  cent  of  the  members,  14  per  cent  of  the 

former  members,  and  24  per  cent  of  the  nonmonbors  were  indifferent  to  the 
work.  One  per  cent  of  the  members,  2 per  cent  of  the  former  members,  and 
8 xDor  cent  of  the  nonmembers  wore  reported  opposed  to  extension  v;ork. 

Table  22.  - Farm-bureau  membership  as  related  to  attitude  toward  extension  '>7ork 


Item 

Number 
of  farms 

Percentage  of 
all  farms 

Percentage 

favorable 

Percentage 

indifferent 

Percentage 
oppo  sed . 

All  farms: 

Members  

339 

28 

87 

8 

1 

Former  members  

453 

37 

56 

22 

10 

Nonmembers  

433 

35 

47 

26 

7 

Chenango  County; 

Members  

140 

42 

86 

10 

1 

Former  members  

84 

26 

69 

13 

10 

Nonmembers 

106 

32 

59 

17 

8 

Monroe  County; 

Members  

162 

32 

88 

8 

- 

Former  members  

198 

38 

44 

28 

13 

Nonmembers  

153 

30 

38 

27 

9 

Jefferson  County; 

Members  

37 

10 

84 

- 

3 

Former  members  

171 

45 

63 

21 

6 

Nonmembers  

174 



45 



54 

32 

5 

*Farms  for  which  no  attitude  was  reported  are  not  included. 
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Tab  iG  23,  - Hono-buroau  nomborshi'p  as  rolatod  to  attit-gdo  toward  oxtonslon  work* 


Item 

Number 
of  farms 

Percentage  of 
all  farlis 

Percentage 

favorable 

Percentage 
indif ferent 

Percentag; 
om)o  ted. 

All  farms- 

Members  

174 

14 

86 

6 

1 . 

Fomer  members 

191 

16 

76 

15 

2 

Nonmembers  

860 

70 

52 

24 

8 

Chenango  County* 

Members  

63 

19 

95 

3 

- 

Former  members 

33 

10 

91 

3 

- 

Nonmembers-- 

234 

71 

65 

17 

8 

Monroe  County: 

Members  

12 

78 

6 

2 

Former  members  

68 

13 

73 

20 

2 

Nonmembers  

384 

75 

48 

24 

10 

Jefferson  County* 

Members  

50 

13 

84 

8 

2 

Former  members  

90 

24 

73 

16 

2 

Nonmembers  

. - - 

242 

63 

48 

30 

7 

*Panns  for  which  no  attitudo  was  reported  not  includod. 


Changed  nractioes  and  attitude  toward  oxtonsion  work.  - Dividing  the 
farms  again  according  to  practices  chaiiged  as  the  result  of  extension  teaching 
and  no  practices  changed,  it  is  found  that  69  per  cent  of  the  farms  which  re- 
ported changed  practices  were  favorable  to  extension  work,  as  conpared  with 
24  per  cent  in  the  case  of  the  faims  reporting  no  practices  changed  (table  ‘24)* 
Seventeen  per  cent  of  the  faims  reporting  changed  practices  were  indifferent 
and  5 per  cent  opposed,  V/hcro  no  practices  had  been  changed,  37  per  cent 
were  indifferent  and  14  per  cent  opposed. 

The  attitude  of  rural  pe  cplo  toward  extension  work  would  seen  to  bo 
quite  largely  dependent  upon  whether  or  not  they  have  been  effectively  reached 
by  extension  work. 

Some  Causes  of  Withdravm  Membership 

The  chief  reasons  given  for  withdrav/al  of  membership  from  the  county- 
extension  association  arc  shov/n  in  Tables  25  and  26.  The  increase  in  the 
membership  fee  in  the  farm  bureau  from  ;|^1  or  ^2  to  $5  per  year  was  given  as 
the  reason  for  v/ithdrawal  of  membership  by  51  per  cent  of  the  former  farm- 
bureau  members.  This  would  indicate  that  increased  dues  coming  at  a time 
of  declining  prices  of  agricultural  products  was  a potent  cause  of  the 
decline  of  57  per  cent  of  farm-bureau  membership  in  the  areas  studied. 
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Table  24*  - Practices  chai:iged  and  attifudo  toward  extension  v/orlc* 


Item 

Numb  er 
of  farms 

Percentage  of 
all  farms 

Percentage 

favorable 

Percentage 

indifferent 

Percentage 
oubo  sed 

All  farms: 

Practices  changed  — 

1,005 

82 

69 

17 

5 

ITo  practices  changed- 

220 

18 

24 

37 

14 

Chenango  County: 

Practices  changed  

259 

78 

81 

11 

4 

No  practices  changed- 

71 

22 

45 

21 

11 

Monroe  County: 

Practices  changed  

411 

80 

67 

18 

5 

No  practices  changed- 

102 

20 

12 

17 

35 

Jefferson  County: 

Practices  changed  

335 

88 

63 

22 

4 

No  practices  changed- 

47 

12 

17 

38 

11 

I 

*Farms  f o r which  no  attitude  was  reported  not  included. 


Table  25*  - Reasons  given  for  withdrawal  of  membership  in  farm  bureau 


Reason 

All  farms 

Chenango 

County 

Monroe 

County 

Jefferson 

County 

Num 

ber 

Per- 

cent- 

age 

Num- 

ber 

Per- 

cent- 

age 

Num- 

ber 

Per- 

cent- 

age 

lim- 

ber 

Per- 
cent- 
age . 

Former  faim-bureau  members 

453 

100 

84 

100 

198- 

100 

171 

100 

Memberejhip  Y/ithdra\m  because  of: 

Increased  dues  

230 

50.7 

26 

30,9 

86 

43.4 

118 

69.0 

Policy  not  approved  

24 

5.3 

9 

11.9 

12 

6.1 

3 

1.8 

No  benefits  

70 

15.4 

11 

13.1 

47 

23.7 

12 

7.0 

Lost  interest  

17 

3.7 

9 

10.7 

4 

:2.0 

4 

2.3 

Too  busy  

7 

1.5 

- 

- 

5 

2.5 

2 

1.2 

Unable  to  attend  meetings  

10 

2.2 

6 

7.1 

3 

1.5 

1 

.6 

Lues  not  solicited  

■^5 

1.1 

1 

1.2 

3 

1.5- 

1 

.6 

No  reason  reported  

90 

19.9 

22 

26.2 



38 

19.2, 

30  . 

17.5 

Another  important  reason  given  was  inability  to  see  any  direct  benefit  coming 
to  the  individual  because  of  membership  in  the  extension  organization.  Some 
of  the  other  reasons  given  were,  ’’policy  not  approved,"  "lost  interest,"  "in- 
ability to  attend  meetings,"  and  the  like. 

In  the  home  bureau,  the  chief  reasons  given  for  withdrawal  of  membership 
were  "inability  to  attend  meetings,"  by  24  per  cent;  "too  busy,"  10  per  cent; 
"lost  interest,"  6 per  cent;  and  "no  direct  benefit,”  5 per  cent.  Increase  in 
dues  was  not  a factor,  for  the  size  of  the  membership  fee  in  the  home  bureau 
had  remained  the  same  since  the  v/ork  started. 
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Table  26.  - Reasons  given  for  withdrawal  of  membership  in  home  bureau 


Item 

All 

farms  | 

i 

Chenango 

Coimty 

Monroe 

Countv 

Jeffe  rson 
Countv 

Num^ 

ber 

Per- . 
cent- 
age 

Num- 

ber 

Per- 

cent- 

age 

Num- 

ber 

Per- 

cent- 

age 

Num- 

ber 

Per- 

cent- 

age 

Former  home-bureau  members 

191 

100 

33 

100 

68 

100 

90 

100 

Membership  withdrawn  because  of; 

1 

'X 

1 A 

X O X X O V IdO  w JXX  N./  V O nX  “ ' " ^ 

0*0 

No  benefits  

9 

4.7 

4 

12.1 

4 

5,9 

1 

1.1 

Lost  interest  

11 

5.8 

5 

15.1 

- 

- 

1 6 

6o7 

Too  busy  

20 

10,5 

- 

14 

20.6 

i 6 

6.7 

Unable  to  attend  meetings  

46 

24.1 

7 

21,2 

8 

11.6 

* 31 

34,4 

Local  uni  t sbanded 

23 

ii2.0 

16 

23,5 

1 7 

7.8 

Dues-  not  solicited 

1 

1 .5 

_ 

i ‘ 
1 1 

1.1 

No  reasons  reported  — 

78  140.8 

l 

17 

1 

51,5 

1 26 
f 

1 

CD 

* 

1 35 

38,9 

Attendance  o’f  ITonmembers  at  Extension  Meetings 

In  the  Monroe  aiid  Jeffers  cm  areas,  former  members  and  nonmembors 
were  a^hed  if  they  felt  free  to  attend  extension  meetings.  Eighty  per 
cert  of  the  roplios  of  the  342  former  members  and  nonmembors  of  the  farm 
burja'  were  in  the  affirmative  and  20  per  cent  in  the  negative.  Those  per- 
centages were  also  true  of  the  nonmembors  of  the  homo  bureau.  Apparently 
a largo  majority  of  tho  rural  people  living  in  the  areas  included  in  this 
stU'Ji-  appreciato  that  membership  in  a county-extension  association  is  not 
a prerequisite  to  attendance  at  extension  mootings, 

Siznmary 

Tho  study  includes  1,225  farms  or  more  than  96  per  cent  of  all  the 
farms  in  three  typical  farming  areas  of  Ke\/  York,  whoso  operators  supplied 
representatives  of  the  Federal  and  St:i.to  extension  offices  with  information 
relating  to  improved  f.arm  and  home  practices  adopted  as  tho  result  of  co- 
operative extension  v/ork. 

On  82  per  cent  of  those  farms,  or  more  than  four  out  of  every  five, 
one  or  more  practices  were  reported  changed  because  of  extension  effort, 

A total  of  3,632  different  practices  were  adopted  of  which  2,700  re- 
lated to  agriculture  and  932  to  home  economics.  This  is  an  average  of  3.6 
practices  per  farm. 

On  45  per  cent  of  tho  farms,  propaganda  methods  were  reported  as  in- 
fluencing the  adoption  of  improved  practices  as  compared  with  13  per  cent 
influenced  by  personal-service  methods,  and  27  per  cent  by  object-lesson 
methods.  Indirect  influences  in  relation  to  changed  practices  wore  reported 
on  71  per  cent  of  tho  farms. 
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Thcro  is  a wido  variation  in  tho  froq-ucncj;  v/ith  which  different  methods 
were  reported  in  connection  with  the  practices  changed,  Ihis  variation,  how- 
ever, is  remarlcably  -uniform  throughout  the  three  areas.  The  influence  of 
indirect  methods  v/as  reported  in  the  case  of  41  per  cent  of  all  practices 
changed,  adult  demonstrations  in  24  per  cent,  m.eetings  in  22  per  cent,  news 
service  in  15  per  cent,  and  bulletins  in  connection  with  14  per  cent  of  the 
improved  practices  adopted. 

One-third  more  of  the  members  than  of  the  nonraembers  of  the  county 
extension  associations  adopted  improved  practices.  In  addition,  the  members 
adopted  on  the  average  100  per  cent  more  improved  practices  per  farm  than  the 
normiembers.  On  the  other  hand,  66  per  cent  of  the  farms  operated  bj?  non- 
members  adopted  improved  practices. 

One  out  of  three  of  tho  operators  of  farms  v;hcrc  improved  practices 
had  boon  adqotod  was  a member  of  tho  farm  bureau,  as  compared  to  1 out  of  14 
operators  of  farms  where  no  practices  had  boon  changed.  This  relationship 
bot-?G’:n  changed  practices  and  membership  in  tho  coixity-extens ion  association 
was  even  more  pronounced  in  the  home  bureau. 

Extension  v/ork  seems  to  have  been  somewhat  more  effective  in  reaching 
large  farms  than  small  farms.  -.Vhothor  the  farm  v;as  operated  by  the  owner  or 
by  a tenant  had  no  important  bearing  upon  tho  adoption  of  improved  practices. 

Approximately  one-half  more  of  the  participants  in  extension  activities 
adopted  improved  practices  than  of  tho  nonparticipants.  The  participants 
also  adopted  50  to  100  per  cent  more  improved  practices  per  faim. 

Contact  with  extension  agents  was  associated  with  changed  practices 
in  94  per  cent  of  the  cases,  whereas  only  57  per  cent  of  those  without  such 
contact  reported  the  adoption  of  improved  practices.  The  persons  making 
contacts  vath  extension  agents  also  adopted  100  per  cent  more  improved  prac- 
tices per  farm  than  did  those  with  no  contacts. 

Forty  per  cent  of  the  boys  and  girls  of  club  age  residing  on  these 
1,225  farms  wero  enrolled  in  junior-project  v/ork  or  had  becai  at  some  previous 
time. 

More  than  3 persons  out  of  every  5 wore  favorable  to  extension  work. 
Loss  than  1 out  of  16  was  opposed  to  extension  work. 

Attitude  to'vvard  extension  v/ork  'Js.s  closely  related  to  status  of  member- 
ship in  the  county-oxtons ion  association. 

Nearly  three  times  as  many  of  those  induced  by  extension  work  to  a- 
dopt  inqprovod  x^ractices  v/ero  favorable  to  extension  work  as  of  those  vho  had 
adopted  no  improved  practice. 
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Sli^tly  noro  than  ono-half  of  tho  former  momlDors  of  the  farm  iDurca-u 
gave  ’^incroasod  duos’*  as  the  reason  for  vithdruval  of  membership. 

Four  out  of  five  of  the  former  members  and  nonmembers  of  the  comty 
extension  association  stated  that  they  felt  free  to  attend  extension  meetings, 
indicating  that  extension  teaching  \7as  largely  regarded  as  a public  educational 
function. 
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